
United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
www.uspto.gov 



| APPLICATION NO. 


FILING DATE | 


FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 


ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. J 


CONFIRMATION NO. J 


10/649,139 


08/27/2003 


Thomas D. Kleino 


1001-039C1 


5045 



25215 7590 05/16/2006 

DOBRUSIN & THENNISCH PC 
29 W LAWRENCE ST 
SUITE 210 

PONTIAC, MI 48326 



EXAMINER 



YAO, SAMCHUAN CUA 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



1733 

DATE MAILED: 05/16/2006 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 



\si 1 I\*K5 /nOcfUff wCJf # / # Hat y 


Application No. 

10/649,139 


Applicant(s) 

KLEINO, THOMAS D. 


Examiner 

Sam Chuan C. Yao 


Art Unit 

1733 





- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 



1 )[Xj Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 March 2006 . 
2a)[3 This action is FINAL. 2b)Q This action is non-final. 

3)D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 



Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 32-52 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 



is/are withdrawn from consideration. 



6) K| Claim(s) 32-52 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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1 0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 32-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 32 indefinite, because it is unclear whether this claim positively requires 
mounting a reinforcing beam to a doorframe. If claim 32 does not require a beam 
to be mounted on a door frame, then how can the beam be able to bridge the 
door frame at 1 st and 2 nd ends of the frame? For the purpose of examining this 
claim, since dependent claim 33 requires mounting a beam to a doorframe, this 
claim is assumed to merely require the reinforcement beam being capable of 
bridging a doorframe at 1 st and 2 nd ends. In other words, this claim does not 
mounting a beam to a doorframe. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



i 
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4. Claims 32-38, 41-42, 45-47, and 50-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Wycech (US 4,922,592) in view of Hanley et al (US 5,266,133) 
and Ligon et al (US 5,358,397). 

With respect to claims 32, 35 and 41 , Wycech discloses a process for making a 
door having an automotive metallic beam. The process includes providing a 
hollow automotive metallic beam, injecting a foamable resin into the beam, 
mounting the beam onto a doorframe such that the beam bridges 1 st and 2 nd 
door frame ends (abstract; col. 5 line 3 to col. 8 line 66; col. 9 lines 27-40). 
While Wycech teaches injecting a foamable resin into a beam, Wycech does not 
expressly disclose extruding a foamable resin into a bonding contact over a 
portion of the beam and before the foamable resin expands, wherein the 
foamable resin 7s substantially dry and tack free to the touch after extruding". 
However, Ligon teaches using a robotic arm to automatically, controllably and 
precisely extrude (in-line) an expandable resin to an automotive component 
(abstract; col. 1 lines 6-12; col. 3 line 64 to col. 4 line 1 1 ; col. 6 lines 6-23; figures 
1-3). Moreover, Hanley teaches the desirability of applying a "dry, initially non- 
tacky, expansible" resin into a cavity of a hollow automotive structural member to 
form a "sound barrier therein" and prevent moisture from entering into the cavity, 
the resin is expandaed during an e-curing operation, (abstract; col. 1 lines 7-15, 
lines 62-68; col. 2 lines 1-68). It would have been obvious in the art to use an 
extruding apparatus (i.e. robotic applicator) suggested by Ligon in the process of 
Wycech in order to controllably and precisely to apply in line a foamable resin 
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into beam. Moreover, it would have been obvious in the art to apply a "dry, 
initially non-tacky, expansible" resin into a cavity of a hollow automotive structural 
member so as to obviate the problem of using a foamable material which is tacky 
thereby enabling one to position a foamable material to a desired location in a 
cavity, wherein the expansible material is activated during an e-coating operation 
(col. 2 lines 8-68). 

With respect to claims 33 and 42, it is unclear when a foamable material is 
applied into a cavity of a reinforcement beam (i.e. before or after reinforcement 
beam has been mounted to a door frame). In any event, it would have been 
obvious in the art to extrude a foamable material into a cavity of a reinforcement 
beam before it is mounted to a door frame, because there are only two 
convenient ways to mount the reinforcement beam, namely mount the beam 
before or after a foamable material has been extruded into the cavity. Such is 
taken to be well within the purview of choice in the art. The incentive for extruding 
a foamable material before it has been mounted to a doorframe would have 
simply been to obtain a self-evident advantage of increasing flexibility (i.e. 
enabling one to form a reinforcement beam with a foamable material which could 
be sold/shipped to another manufacturer/manufacturing line or could be used in- 
house). A preference on whether to sell/ship a reinforcing beam with an extruded 
foamable material to another manufacturer/manufacturing line or use this beam 
in-house is taken to be well within the purview of choice in the art. For this 
reason, claim 42 would have been obvious in the art. 
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With respect to claim 34, see abstract and column 2 lines 46-68 of the Hanley et 
al patent. 

With respect to claim 36, a mini-applicator is taken to read on a robotic applicator 
taught by Ligon. 

With respect to claims 37-38, see the abstract and column 6 lines 6-68 of the 
Ligon et al patent. While it is acknowledged that Ligon et al does not explicitly 
state whether an extruded material is in a viscoelastic state, such would appear 
to naturally flow from a process where an applicator of Ligon et al is used as 
evidence from Applicant's disclosure in numbered paragraph 21 where it states 
that "... the use of mini-applicator 20 which applies heat and shear to the material 
20 in accordance ... Pat No. 5,358,397 ...in turn, transforms the material 20 
consisting of ... pellets from a solid or dry chemical state to a visco-elastic state 
inside the mini-applicator ..."(bold-face and emphasis added). The limitation in 
claim 38 is also expected to natural flow from the modified process of Wycech 
using a foamable baffle material taught by Hanley et al. 
With respect to claim 45, the limitations in this claim are mere repetition of the 
above rejected combination of claims, for essentially the same line of reasoning 
set forth above, this claim would have been obvious in the art. 
With respect to claims 46-47, 50-51, these claims are basically identical to 
dependent claims 35-36 and 41-42, these claims would have been obvious in the 
art for the same reason set forth above. 
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5. Claims 40, 44 and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the references set forth in numbered paragraph 4 as applied to claim 32 or 45 
above, and further in view of Fitzgerald et al (US 2002/0074827 A1). 

The references in numbered paragraph 4 do not teach extruding a expandable 
material into "a plurality of nodes.. However, such would have been obvious in 
the art, because Fitzgerald et al teaches applying an expandable material which 
has "a plurality of nodes, which are substantially spaced apart from each other" 1 
into a cavity of a hollow structural member to allow heated air to travel between 
the expandable material to enhance the expansion of the expandable material 
(abstract; numbered paragraph 0002; figure 1 ). As for claim 44, see figure 1 of 
the Fitzgerald et al patent where each base portion of the foamable nodes 
contacts adjacent base portion of foamable nodes. 

6. Claims 39, 43, 48 and 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the references set forth in numbered paragraph 3 as applied to claim 
32 or 45 above, and further in view of Jansen et al (US 5,591 ,386). 

With respect to claim 39, it would have been obvious in the art to extrude a single 
foamable bead to a reinforcing beam, because applying a single foamable bean 
into a cavity of an automotive member is a well known effective and yet 
convenient way for applying a foamable material into a cavity of an automotive 
member as exemplified in the teachings of Jansen et al (1 A-2B). 
With respect to claim 43, since Jansen et al teaches the desirability for applying 
a foamable material into a cavity of a vehicle member, where the foamable 
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material expand at approximately 1000% of its original size (col. 2 lines 45-59; 
figures 1 A-2B), this claim would have been obvious in the art. 
With respect to claim 52, the limitations in this claim are basically repetition of the 
above rejected combination of claims. For essentially the same reason set forth 
above, the repeated limitations would have been obvious in the art. As for 
extruding a bead along a length of the beam, such would have been obvious in 
the art as such is a convenient and effective way to substantially fill the hollow 
beam with a foamed baffling material. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to the independent claims have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 

than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sam Chuan C. Yao whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-1224. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday with second 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Richard Crispino can be reached on (571) 272-1171. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Friday off. 



273-8300. 




Sam Chuan C. Yao 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1733 
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